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□ Since this application Is In condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is closed tn 
accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayte, 1935 O.C. 11; 453 O.Q. 213. 


A shortened statutory period for response to this action Is set to expire. 


_ month(s), or thirty days, 


whichever is longer, from the mailing date of this communication. ^Failure to respond within the period for response will cause 
the application to become abandoned. (35 U.S.C. § 133). Extensions of time may be obtained under the provisions of 37 CFR 
1.136(a). . . . • , : .: t • ^ v> _, v, . - v . ^, ^ . * . 

Disposition of Claims 

Qtlaim(s) I ~ ^ _ L i__ 


_ Is/are pending In the application. ; 


Of the above, claim(s) 

Q^CIaim(s) 1* -iD 

& Ctaim(s) I U 

□ Claim(s) 

□ Claims 


_ is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

is/are allowed. 

is/are rejected. 


_ is/are objected to. 


_ are subject to restriction or election requirement 


□ See the attached Notice of Oraftsperson's Patent Drawing Review, PTO-948. 


□ The drawing(s) filed on _ 

D / The proposed drawing correction, filed on $~ - I l 


. la/are objected to by the Examiner. 
is B*Kpproved □ disapproved. 


□ The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the'Examiner. ' ' • 
Priority under 35 U.S.C. f 119 

□ Acknowledgement is made of a claim for foreign priortty under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d). 

□ All □ Some" □ None of the CERTIFIED copies of the priority documents have been 

□ received. 

□ received In Application No. (Series Code/Serial Number) 


□ received in this national stage application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
•Certified copies not received: 


□ Acknowledgement is made of a daim for domestic priortty under 35 U.S.C. § 119(e). 
Attachments) 

□ Notice of Reference Cited, PTO-892 

□ Information Disclosure Statement(s), PTO-1449. Paper No(s). 

□ Interview Summary, PTO-413 

□ Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review, PTO-948 

□ Notice of Informal Patent Application, PTO-152 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

2. Claims 1-5, 11, 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102() as being anticipated by Joseph et 
al. 

Joseph et al. discloses a hose coupling comprising a hose, an outer sleeve having a 
plurality of depressions therein, an inner sleeve having at least one projection, and a reinforcing 
"ring" (28) situated within the inner diameter of the inner sleeve. The "ring" is positioned 
concentrically between the plurality of depressions (i.e., a portion of the ring is positioned 
between the plurality of depressions) of the outer sleeve such that the reinforcing ring resists 
deformation of the inner sleeve. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

3. Claims 6-10 are allowed. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of 
allowable subject matter: The prior art fail to teach a hose coupling in which the inner sleeve is 
provided with a groove in which a reinforcing ring is positioned therein. 

Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments filed August 1, 2001 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 


/ 
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Applicant argues that Joseph et al. does not anticipate the claims because it fails to 
disclose a reinforcing ring. Applicant argues that Joseph et al. discloses a tubular liner. 
Applicant asserts that a ring is circular whereas a tubular liner is cylindrical. In response, 
applicant's "ring" is tubular; Since Applicant's ring is three-dimensional, it has an axial length. 
The difference between the tubular liner of the prior art and applicant's ring is the axis length 
wherein the tubular liner has a much greater axial length. Thus, the ring of the instant invention 
is cylindrical, as is the liner of the instant invention. Accordingly, Joseph et al. does anticipate 
the claimed invention. 

Applicant also argues that "the Joseph et al. reference is completely silent regarding 
teachings of using a reinforcing ring strategically positioned within a coupling to resist 
deformation of an a [sic] selective portion of inner sleeve of the coupling during a crimping 
operation." In response, at col. 3, lines 20-24, Joseph et al. discloses ll [b]y providing the liner 28 
of a different material than the tubular body 16, the crimping operation will no deform the first end 
of the body 16 and thus minimize the risk of leakage therearound." Thus, Joseph et al. does 
teach using a "ring" to resist deformation of the sleeve of the coupling during a crimping 
operation. Furthermore, since the tubular insert traverses the length of the first end of body, it 
would be reinforce each and every location along the body, not just the peak crimp locations. 

Applicant's argument with respect to long-felt need is not persuasive. Establishing long- 
felt need requires objective evidence that an art recognized problem existed in the art for a long 
period of time without solution. The relevance of long-felt need and the failure of others to the 
issue of obviousness depends on several factors. First, the need must have been a persistent 
one that was recognized by those of ordinary skill in the art. In re Gershon, 372 F.2d 535, 
539, 152 USPQ 602, 605 (CCPA 1967) ("Since the alleged problem in this case was first 
recognized by appellants, and others apparently have not yet become aware of its existence, it 


Application/Control Number: 09/393,482 
Art Unit: 3627 


Page 4 


goes without saying that there could not possibly be any evidence of either a long felt need in the 
... art for a solution to a problem of dubious existence or failure of others skilled in the art who 
unsuccessfully attempted to solve a problem of which they were not aware."); Orthopedic 
Equipment Co., Inc. v. All Orthopedic Appliances, Inc., 707 F.2d 1376, 217 USPQ 1281 (Fed. 
Cir. 1983) (Although the claimed invention achieved the desirable result of reducing inventories, 
there was no evidence of any prior unsuccessful attempts to do so.). 

Second, the long-felt need must not have been satisfied by another before the invention 
by applicant. Newell Companies v. Kenney Mfg. Co., 864 F.2d 757, 768, 9 USPQ2d 1417, 1426 
(Fed. Cir. 1988) (Although at one time there was a long-felt need for a "do-it-yourself ' window 
shade material which was adjustable without the use of tools, a prior art product fulfilled the need 
by using a scored plastic material which could be torn. "[OJnce another supplied the key element, 
there was no long-felt need or, indeed, a problem to be solved".) 

Third, the invention must in fact satisfy the long-felt need. In re Cavanagh, 436 F.2d 
491, 168 USPQ 466 (CCPA 1971). 

Long-felt need is analyzed as of the date the problem is identified and articulated, and 
there is evidence of efforts to solve that problem, not as of the date of the most pertinent prior art 
references. Texas Instruments Inc. v. Int 1 Trade Comm 'n, 988 F.2d 1165, 1179, 26 
USPQ2d 1018, 1029 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

The failure to solve a long-felt need may be due to factors such as lack of interest or lack 
of appreciation of an invention's potential or marketability rather than want of technical 
know-how. Scully Signal Co. v. Electronics Corp. of America, 570 F.2d 355, 196 USPQ 657 (1st. 
Cir. 1977). See also Environmental Designs, Ltd. v. Union Oil Co. of Cal., 713 F.2d 693, 
698, 218 USPQ 865, 869 (Fed. Cir. 1983) (presence of legislative regulations for controlling 
sulfur dioxide emissions did not militate against existence of long-felt need to reduce the sulfur 
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content in the air); In re Tiffin, 443 F.2d 344, 170 USPQ 88 (CCPA 1971) (fact that affidavit 
supporting contention of fulfillment of a long-felt need was sworn by a licensee adds to the 
weight to be accorded the affidavit, as long as there is a bona fide licensing agreement entered 
into at arm's length) 


5. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as 
set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS 
from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the 
mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the 
THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the 
date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory 
period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 


6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Teri Pham Luu whose telephone number is (703) 305-7421. The 
examiner can normally be reached Monday-Friday from 8:00 am to 4:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, BethAnne Dayoan, can be reached at (703) 308-3865. 

Submission of your response by facsimile transmission is encouraged. Group 3620's 
facsimile number is (703) 305-3597. Recognizing the fact that reducing cycle time in the 
processing and examination of patent applications will effectively increase a patent's term, it is to 
your benefit to submit responses by facsimile transmission whenever permissible. Such 
submission will place the response directly in our examining group's hands and will eliminate 
Post Office processing and delivery time as well as the PTO's mail room processing and delivery 
time. For a complete list of correspondence not permitted by facsimile transmission, see 
MPEP § 502.01. In general, most responses and/or amendments not requiring a fee, as well as 
those requiring a fee but charging such fee to a deposit account, can be submitted by facsimile 
transmission. Responses requiring a fee which applicant is paying by check should not be 
submitted by facsimile transmission separately from the check. 


Conclusion 


# 
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Responses submitted by facsimile transmission should include a Certificate of 
Transmission (MPEP § 512). The following is an example of the format the certification might 
take: 

I hereby certify that this correspondence is being facsimile transmitted to the Patent and 
Trademark Office (Fax No. (703) 305-3597) on (Date) 


(Typed or printed name of person signing this certificate) 


If your response is submitted by facsimile transmission, you are hereby reminded that the 
original should be retained as evidence of authenticity (37 CFR 1.4 and MPEP § 502.02). Please 
do not separately mail the original or another copy unless required by the Patent and Trademark 
Office. Submission of the original response or a follow-up copy of the response after your 
response has been transmitted by facsimile will only cause further unnecessary delays in the 
processing of your application; duplicate responses where fees are charged to a deposit account 
may result in those fees being charged twice. 

Communications via Internet e-mail regarding this application, other than those under 35 
U.S.C. 132 or which otherwise require a signature, may be used by the applicant and should be 
directed to bethanne.dayoan@uspto.gov. 

All Internet e-mail communications will be made of record in the application file. PTO 
employees do not engage in Internet communications where there exists a possibility that 
sensitive information could be identified or exchanged unless the record includes a properly 
signed expressed waiver of the confidentiality requirements of 35 U.S.C. 122. This is more 
clearly set forth in the Interim Internet Usage Policy published in the Official Gazette of the Patent 
and Trademark on February 25, 1997 at 1 195 OG 89. 

Any inquiry of a general nature relating to the status of this application should be directed 
to the group receptionist at (703) 308-2168. 


(Signature) 



TERI PHAM LUU 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 


tpl 

October 19, 2001 


